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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-17 have been examined in response to application filed on 12/1 1/2003. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

3. Claim 3 recites the limitation "wherein the step of transmitting further comprises" in the 
first line of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-3, 7-9, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schrodi (Pub. No.: US 2004/0264376 Al), hereinafter "Schrodi" in view of Hinchliffe 
et ah (Pub No.: US 2003/0110280 Al), hereinafter "Hinchliffe". 

As to independent claim 1, Schrodi teaches a method of conducting electronic meetings 
(page 4 paragraph [0046] -» Schrodi teaches prioritizing data traffic within a service such as a 
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web conference or other multimedia application). Schrodi does not teach assigning priority to 
groups for providing meeting events to the groups. HinchlifFe teaches defining one or more 
groups of participants (page 1 paragraph [0014] -> taught as breaking the plurality of computers 
down into groups); 

assigning a relative priority for each group, the relative priority for each group being 
unique to said group (page 1 paragraph [0014] -> taught as the groups having an associated 
priority); 

generating a meeting event for the electronic meeting (page 1 paragraph [0014] -> taught 
as pushing a data update); and 

triggering logic to'provide the meeting event to the groups in a sequence ordered by the 
relative priority for each group (page 1 paragraph [0014] -> taught as sending the update to the 
groups according to their priority level). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the electronic meeting of Schrodi with the updating of data and prioritization of 
groups of Hinchliffe to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of updating data in a computer 
network such as a web conference. 

As to dependent claim 2, Hinchliffe teaches transmitting the meeting event to the groups 
in a sequence ordered by the relative priority for each group (page 1 paragraph [0014] taught 
as sending the update to the groups according to their priority level). 
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As to dependent claim 3, Hinchliffe teaches staggering the transmitting of the meeting 
event to the groups by a pre-configured time interval (page 2 paragraph [0021] -> taught as 
having time intervals for each group for updating data). 

As to independent claim 7, Schrodi teaches a machine-readable storage having stored 
thereon a computer program for conducting electronic meetings, (page 4 paragraph [0046] -» 
Schrodi teaches prioritizing data traffic within a service such as a web conference or other 
multimedia application). Schrodi does not teach assigning priority to groups for providing 
meeting events to the groups. Hinchliffe teaches defining one or more groups of participants in 
an electronic meeting (page 1 paragraph [0014] -> taught as breaking the plurality of computers 
down into groups); 

assigning a relative priority for each group, the relative priority for each group being 
unique to said group (page 1 paragraph [0014] -» taught as the groups having an associated 
priority); 

generating a meeting event for the electronic meeting (page 1 paragraph [0014] -> taught 
as pushing a data update); and 

triggering logic to provide the meeting event to the groups in a sequence ordered by the 
relative priority for each group (page 1 paragraph [0014] -» taught as sending the update to the 
groups according to their priority level). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the electronic meeting of Schrodi with the updating of data and prioritization of 
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groups of Hinchliffe to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of updating data in a computer 
network such as a web conference. 

As to dependent claim 8, Hinchliffe teaches transmitting the meeting event to the groups 
in a sequence ordered by the relative priority for each group (page 1 paragraph [0014] -> taught 
as sending the update to the groups according to their priority level). 

As to dependent claim 9, Hinchliffe teaches staggering the transmitting of the meeting 
event to the groups by a pre-configured time interval (page 2 paragraph [0021] -> taught as 
having time intervals for each group for updating data). 

As to independent claim 13, Schrodi teaches a system for conducting electronic 
meetings (page 4 paragraph [0046] -> Schrodi teaches prioritizing data traffic within a service 
such as a web conference or other multimedia application). Schrodi does not teach assigning 
priority to groups for providing meeting events to the groups. Hinchliffe teaches a meeting 
server executing a meeting policy (page 4 paragraph [0041] configured to define one or more 
groups of participants in an electronic meeting (page 1 paragraph [0014] -> taught as breaking 
the plurality of computers down into groups), and to assign a relative priority for each group, 
the relative priority for each group being unique to said group (page 1 paragraph [0014] -> 
taught as the groups having an associated priority); and 
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triggering logic to provide a meeting event generated by the server to the groups in a 
sequence ordered by the relative priority for each group (page 1 paragraph [0014] — > taught as 
sending the update to the groups according to their priority level). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the electronic meeting of Schrodi with the updating of data and prioritization of 
groups of Hinchliffe to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of updating data in a computer 
network such as a web conference. 

6, Claims 4, 5, 10, 11, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mukherjee (Pub. No,: US 2004/0215722 Al), hereinafter "Mukherjee". 

As to independent claim 4, Mukherjee teaches a method of conducting electronic 
meetings having a plurality of participants (page 1 paragraph [0006] -> taught as a 
collaboration session between a plurality of participants), comprising the steps of: 

generating a meeting event (page 4 paragraph [0045]); 

selecting at random a first group of participants from the plurality of participants (page 1 
paragraph [0007] -> taught as coupling groups of participants to a collaboration session), 
triggering logic to provide the meeting event to the first group of participants (page 4 paragraph 
[0045]), the first group having a maximum number of participants (page 4 paragraph [0043] 
[0044] taught as the groups having limits if requested by the groups). While Mukherjee does 
not explicitly teach that there are a pre-configured maximum number of participants in a group, 
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he does disclose that the participants of the group can set a maximum number for the group. 
Therefore a limit could be set for the group before the completion of the group. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have included having a preconfigured maximum number of participants in a group to allow for 
enhanced the exchange of data within the collaboration system. 

As to dependent claim 5, Mukherjee teaches transmitting the meeting event to the first 
group of participants (page 4 paragraph [0045]). 

As to independent claim 10, Mukherjee teaches a machine readable storage having 
stored thereon a computer program for conducting electronic meetings having a plurality of 
participants (page 1 paragraph [0006] -» taught as a collaboration session between a plurality of 
participants), said computer program comprising a routine set of instructions which when 
executed by a machine cause the machine to perform the steps of: 

generating a meeting event (page 4 paragraph [0045]); 

selecting at random a first group of participants from the plurality of participants (page 1 
paragraph [0007] -» taught as coupling groups of participants to a collaboration session), 
triggering logic to provide the meeting event to the first group of participants (page 4 paragraph 
[0045]), the first group having a maximum number of participants (page 4 paragraph [0043] 
[0044] taught as the groups having limits if requested by the groups). While Mukherjee does 
not explicitly teach that there are a pre-configured maximum number of participants in a group, 
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he does disclose that the participants of the group can set a maximum number for the group. 
Therefore a limit could be set for the group before the completion of the group. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have included having a preconfigured maximum number of participants in a group to allow for 
enhanced the exchange of data within the collaboration system. 

As to dependent claim 11, Mukherjee teaches transmitting the meeting event to the first 
group of participants (page 4 paragraph [0045]). 

As to independent claim 14, Mukherjee teaches a system for conducting electronic 
meetings having a plurality of participants (page 1 paragraph [0006] ^ taught as a 
collaboration session between a plurality of participants), comprising: 

a meeting server executing a meeting policy (Figures 1 and 2, page 1 paragraph [0004]) 
configured to select at random a group of participants from the plurality of participants (page 1 
paragraph [0007] -> taught as coupling groups of participants to a collaboration session), 
triggering logic to provide a meeting event generated by the server to the group of participants 
(page 4 paragraph [0045]), the group having a maximum number of participants (page 4 
paragraph [0043] [0044] -> taught as the groups having limits if requested by the groups). 
While Mukherjee does not explicitly teach that there are a pre-configured maximum number of 
participants in a group, he does disclose that the participants of the group can set a maximum 
number for the group. Therefore a limit could be set for the group before the completion of the 
group. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have included having a preconfigured maximum number of participants in a group to allow for 
enhanced the exchange of data within the collaboration system. 

7. Claims 6, 12, and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mukherjee in view of Hinchliffe. 

As to dependent claim 6, Mukherjee teaches selecting at random additional groups of 
participants from the plurality of participants (page 1 paragraph [0007] -> taught as coupling 
groups of participants to a collaboration session), each additional group having a pre-configured 
maximum number of participants (page 4 paragraph [0043] [0044] -» taught as the groups 
having limits if requested by the groups). While Mukherjee does not explicitly teach that there 
are a pre-configured maximum number of participants in a group, he does disclose that the 
participants of the group can set a maximum number for the group. Therefore a limit could be 
set for the group before the completion of the group. Mukherjee teaches wherein every 
additional group only includes participants not previously included in any other group of 
participants (page 4 paragraph [0044] -> taught as having passwords for entering a specific 
group designated for that participant; 

transmitting the meeting event to the additional groups of participants (page 4 paragraph 
[0045]). Mukherjee does not teach staggering the meeting events. Hinchliffe teaches 
staggering the transmitting of the meeting event to the additional groups by a pre-configured 
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time interval (page 2 paragraph [0021] -» taught as having time intervals for each group for 
updating data). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the electronic meeting of Mukherjee with the staggering of events of Hinchliffe 
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of updating data in a collaboration session. 

As to dependent claim 12, Mukherjee teaches selecting at random additional groups of 
participants from the plurality of participants (page 1 paragraph [0007] -» taught as coupling 
groups of participants to a collaboration session), each additional group having a pre-configured 
maximum number of participants (page 4 paragraph [0043] [0044] taught as the groups 
having limits if requested by the groups). While Mukherjee does not explicitly teach that there 
are a pre-configured maximum number of participants in a group, he does disclose that the 
participants of the group can set a maximum number for the group. Therefore a limit could be 
set for the group before the completion of the group. Mukherjee teaches wherein every 
additional group only includes participants not previously included in any other group of 
participants (page 4 paragraph [0044] -> taught as having passwords for entering a specific 
group designated for that participant; 

transmitting the meeting event to the additional groups of participants (page 4 paragraph 
[0045]). Mukherjee does not teach staggering the meeting events. Hinchliffe teaches 
staggering the transmitting of the meeting event to the additional groups by a pre-configured 
time interval (page 2 paragraph [0021] -» taught as having time intervals for each group for 
updating data). 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the electronic meeting of Mukherjee with the staggering of events of Hinchliffe 
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of updating data in a collaboration session. 

As to independent claims 15, Mukherjee teaches a collaboration system for 
communication between a plurality of groups and sending data to each of the groups (page 4 
paragraph [0045]). However Mukherjee does not teach an e-meeting update method comprising 
the step of inducing individual e-meeting updates at different times for different selections of e- 
meeting participants. Hinchliffe teaches sending updated dated to different groups at different 
times based on the priority level of each group (page 1 paragraph [0014] — » taught as sending 
the update to the groups according to their priority level). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the collaboration system of Mukherjee with the updating of Hinchliffe to 
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of updating data in a collaboration system. 

As to dependent claim 16, Hinchliffe teaches wherein said inducing step comprises the 
step of inducing individual e-meeting updates at different times for random selections of said e- 
meeting participants (page 2 paragraph [0018] -> taught as having groups which exceed a size, 
split up into smaller groups and having additional push down tasks). 

As to dependent claim 17, Hinchliffe teaches wherein said inducing step comprises the 
step of inducing individual e-meeting updates at different times according to a pre-defined 
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sequence for particular ones of said e-meeting participants (page 2 paragraph [0021] taught 
as having time intervals for each group for updating data). 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record on Form PTO 892 and not relied upon is considered 
pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrea N. Long whose telephone number is 571-270-1055. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Thurs 6:00 am to 3:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on 571-272-4136. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Andrea Long 
04/08/2007 
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